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Pricing Method Data from Mandatory 
Price Reports
	 Recall,	captive	supplies	refer	to	slaughter	livestock	that	
are committed to a specific buyer (meatpacker) two weeks or 
more	in	advance	of	slaughter.	The	three	most	common	types	





















Price Dynamics and Comparisons










riod	since	MPR	began.	Note that in this extension fact sheet, 
year 2001 refers to April 2001 to March 2002, 2002 refers to 
April 2002 to March 2003, and 2003 refers to April 2003 to 
March 2004.	All	price	comparisons	are	on	a	dressed	weight	
basis. The five-state, weighted average price includes prices 
for	all	grades	of	fed	cattle.	The	states	comprise	the	major	
cattle	feeding	states	of	Texas-Oklahoma,	Kansas,	Nebraska,	
Colorado, and Iowa-So. Minnesota. The five-state weighted 
average	is	reported	both	for	steers	and	heifers	and	both	for	
live	weight	and	dressed	weight	trades.	It	could	be	argued	
that the five-state, weighted average price is the most com-
prehensive	and	most	representative	of	market	conditions	in	
the	cash	market,	both	 for	 live	weight	and	dressed	weight	





above the five-state weighted average price. Negotiated 
prices averaged as little as $0.04/cwt. higher than the five-
state	average	in	2002	to	$0.29/cwt.	higher	in	2001.
	 Formula	 prices	 averaged	 higher	 than	 other	 pricing	
methods or the five-state average in some years and lower 
in	others.	No	consistent	pattern	was	evident.	For	the	three-
year	average,	formula	prices	were	$1.43/cwt.	higher	than	the	
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significant advantage on average with formula prices relative 
to	other	procurement	methods	or	the	more	broadly	reported	
five-state, weighted average price. However, the averaging 
process	may	mask	what	 is	 happening	 in	 reality.	 To	 know	
whether	or	 not	 that	 is	 the	case,	 transaction	prices	would	
be	required,	as	opposed	to	the	weekly	average	prices	used	
here.





lines.	However,	 the	 two	 lines	 are	 nearly	 indistinguishable,	
thus	indicating	virtually	no	difference	between	the	reported	























formula prices tend to trail the five-state weighted average 
prices	or	negotiated	prices	on	a	rising	market.	A	regression	











there should be a closer relationship between the five-state, 
weighted	average	price	and	last	week’s	cash	market	price,	than	




in Figure 3 appear to fit more closely together than in Figure 2. 




























market price, here the five-state, weighted average price.




























Estimated Price Impacts  
of Captive Supplies
	 Information	presented	above	on	prices	and	in	F-597	on	











































action	 data	 for	 1992-93	 from	 packers	 nationwide,	 results	




fed	 cattle.	 This	 suggests	 packers	 feed	 cattle	 for	 different	
reasons	than	they	used	contracts	and	marketing	agreements.	
Packer	 feeding	may	 have	 been	motivated	more	 by	 cattle	
feeding profit opportunities and maintaining a steady flow 
of	cattle	 to	 the	plant,	and	motivated	 less	by	using	packer	
fed	cattle	strategically	to	reduce	procurement	costs	via	its	























	 Estimated	Price	 Impacts	with	MPR	Data –	Several	
models	were	estimated	at	OSU	with	weekly	data	for	the	three-
year	period	since	the	beginning	of	MPR.	All	models	explained	






priced	 trades	 and	 cash	market	 prices.	 As	 formula	 priced	
volume	increased,	cash	market	prices	declined	slightly.	This	












reverse relationship was found compared with the finding for 




























		 Mandatory	 price	 reporting	 increased	 the	 amount	 of	
data	and	information	available	on	various	pricing	methods	
and	quantities	traded	for	fed	cattle.	Comparisons	are	easier	
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Table 1. Three-Year Summary of Weekly Prices from Mandatory Price Reports by Marketing Method ($/cwt.)	 	
	 	
 Summary Statistics 
Marketing Method Year* Average Standard Minimum Maximum
 or Data Series  Deviation  
Five-State	Weighted	 2001	 111.92	 6.84	 99.82	 128.69
	 Average	Steer	Price	 2002	 109.54	 9.76	 97.64	 128.73
	 	 2003	 135.62	 14.91	 117.11	 177.78
	 	 2001-2003	 119.03	 16.11	 97.64	 177.78
	 	 	 	 	
Negotiated	Dressed	 2001	 112.21	 6.80	 100.10	 129.00
		 Steer	Price		 2002	 109.58	 9.75	 97.64	 128.71
	 	 2003	 135.72	 14.96	 117.15	 178.03
	 	 2001-2003	 119.17	 16.10	 97.64	 178.03
	 	 	 	 	
Formula	Price	 2001	 112.77	 6.29	 102.20	 126.83
		 Dressed	Steers		 2002	 109.74	 8.79	 99.48	 127.17
	 	 2003	 135.01	 14.69	 117.98	 166.39
	 	 2001-2003	 119.24	 15.42	 99.48	 166.39
	 	 	 	 	
Forward	Contract	 2001	 112.83	 4.71	 104.05	 127.33
		 Dressed	Steers	 2002	 109.49	 6.58	 99.43	 120.97
	 	 2003	 129.70	 12.57	 113.10	 159.17
	 	 2001-2003	 117.81	 12.75	 99.43	 159.17
























•	 The	 Extension	 staff	 educates	 people	 through	
personal	 contacts,	meetings,	 demonstrations,	
and	the	mass	media.
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